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REMARKS 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 1, 3, 5-6, 10, 15-16, 19-20, 25^26, and 38 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Doub (U.S. Patent No. 6,594,762), in 
view of Applicant's Admitted Prior Art (Specification, pages 2-3), hereinafter AAPA, in 
view of Lin (U.S. Patent No. 6,326,891), and in further view of Vance (U.S. Patent No. 
5,345,383). Further, the Examiner has also rqected Claims 1, 3, 5-6, 10, 15-16, 19-20, 
25-26, and 34-38 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Doub, in view of 
AAPA, in view of Lin, and in further view of Henrie (U.S. Patent No. 6,804,699). In 
addition, the Examiner rejected Claims 29, 3 1, and 33 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Doub in view of Lenz (U.S. Publication No. 2001/0053947), in view of 
Lin, and ia further view of Vance. Also, the Examiner has rejected Claims 29, 31, and 33 
under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being unpatentable over Doub in view of Lenz, in view of Lin, 
and in further view of Henrie. Applicant respectfully disagrees wiHi such rejections. 

With respect to the independent claims, the Examiner has relied on CoL 3, lines 
38-41 from the Lin reference to make a prior art showing of applicant*s claimed 
technique '"wherein the control unit includes a control unit display, the control unit 
display being configured to display infonnation associated with the device when it is 
determined that the device is not within ibe range of communications of the control unit" 
(see this or similar, but not necessarily identical language in the independent claims). 
Applicant's arguments made on page 1 1, second paragr^h, through page 12, first 
paragraph of Amendment F mailed August 10, 2006 are hereby incorporated by 
reference, 

In the OfBce Action dated 08/18/06, the Examiner noted that "Lin teaches that the 
4 LEDs are used to indicate when a device is within a security range (darkened) or 
outside a security range (lightened),'' Furfliet, the Examiner argued '"that tbie 4 LEDs 
display information." Applicant respectfully disagrees and asserts that the Lin citation 
merely teaches that "[w]hea a slave transceiver is located withi n the security range, the 
related LED is darkened : or it is lightened otherwise" (emphasis added). The mere 
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lightening and darkening of an LED with respect to range does not display any 
mfftTmatinn associated with a device, much less meet a technique '*wheiein the control 
unit includes a control unit display, the control unit display being configured to display 
information associated with the device when it is determined that the device is not within 
the range of communications of the control unit" (emphasis added), as claimed by 
applicant 

Furtherj with respect to the independent claims, the Examiner has relied on Col. 6, 
lines 29-34 from the Vance reference to make a prior art showing of applicant's claimed 
technique "wherein the device includes a device display, the device display being 
configured to display information associated with the control unit when it is determmed 
that the device is not within the range of communications of the control unit" (see this or 
similar, but not necessarily identical language in the independent claims). Applicant's 
arguments made on page 12, second paragraph, through page 13, first paragraph of 
Amendment F mailed August 10, 2006 are hereby incorporated by reference. 

In the Office Action dated 08/1 8/06, the Examiner noted that *the same rationale 
[argued above using the Lin reference] applies" and that "a rejection of independent 
claim 1 does not require the Vance reference." Applicant respectfully disagrees. In 
particular, applicant notes that on page 3, lines 14-16 of the Office action dated 8/1 8/06, 
the Examiner relied on Vance to meet applicant's claimed technique. In addition, 
applicant respectfully asserts that the mere disclosure that a gauge or indicator light 
indicates an out of range condition v/bm the communication link is diagnosed as faulty, 
as in Vance, does not teach a device display^ much less a technique "wherein the device 
includes a device display, the device display being configure d to display information 
^ociated with the control unit when it is determined that the device is not within the 
range of communications of the control unit" (emphasis added), as claimed by applicant. 

In addition, with respect to the independent claims, the Examiner has also relied 
on CoL 12, lines 8-16 from the Henrie reference to make a prior art showing of 
applicant's claimed technique '^wherein the device includes a device display, the device 
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display being configured to display information associated with the control unit w^ien it is 
determined that the device is not within the range of conmiunications of the control unif* 
(see this or similar, but not necessarily identical language in the independent claims). 

Applicant respectfully asserts that the excerpt from Henrie relied upon by the 
Examiner merely teaches that "infoiination for identifying and contacting the authorized 
owner or user is displayed on display device 105 (FIG. 5) of portable computer system 
100 when the device is in the disabled (locked) mode of operation" (emphasis added). 
However, displaying information on a display device for identifying and contacting the 
authorized owner ox user of the display device, as in Henrie, falls to teach a technique 
"wherein the device includes a device display, the device display being configured to 
display tnforxttation associated with the control unit when it is determined that the device 
is not within the range of communications of the control unit" (emphasis added), as 
claimed by applicant 

Additionally, with respect to the independent claims, the Examiner has relied on 
Col. 3, line 19 - Col, 4, line 63 from the Doub reference to make a prior art showing of 
appUcant^s claimed technique *S\iierein the device is configured to periodically send the 
identifying signal utilizing a period of time which is configured based on movements of 
an owner" (see this or similar, but not necessarily identical language in the independent 
claims). 

Applicant respectfully asserts that the excerpt from the Doub reference relied 
upon by the Examiner merely discloses that "filf a time-out occurs while waiting for the 
reply signal to be received (block 3 10), the display 1 15 is disabled, the timeout cotmter 
225 is reset (block 315) and the transmit signal is re-transmitted (block 305)" (emphasis 
added). However, the mere disclosure that the time-out counter is xeset and the transmit 
signal is re-transmitted after a time-out occurs^ as in Doub, fails to even suggest a 
technique "wherein the device is configured to periodically send the identifying signal 
utilizing a period of time which is configured based on movements of an owner *^ 
(emphasis added), as claimed by applicant 
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In the Office Action dated 08/1 8/06, the Examiner asserted that "[a]pplicant does 
not contest that Doub teaches a device that is configured to periodically send the 
identifying signal'* and that "[ajpplicant's argument turns on where the identifying signal 
is sent utiliziag a period of time which is configured based on the movements of an 
owner," Further, the Examiner argued that "Doub teaches a handheld security 
system. . . [that] seeks to maintain security based on movements of an authomed user" 
which *1s accomplished by transmitting an identiJ5^ signal between a control imit and a 
device" and that "[w]hen the authorized user has moved too far (and thus outside a 
range), a device may be at least partially non-flmctional to maintain security while the 
user is outside a range (e.g. Col 1 , line 47 to Col 2, line 16)." The Ejcaminer also argued 
that 'TDoub further teaches that the identifying signal is sent intermittently to reduce 
power consumptiOQ (Col 3, lines 58-61)." 

Hie Examiner additionally argued that "[i]f knowing the movements of a user 
were the only factor, the identifjdng signal would be sent continuously. , . [and] power 
consumption would suffer" whereas "[i]f power consumption were the only &ctor, the 
identifying signal would never be sent,, . [and] the movements of the user would not be 
known and security would suffer." Further, the Examiner argued that "Doub teaches 
sending the identifying signal intermittently (utilizing a period of time) which is 
configured based on the two considerations of movements of an authorized user and 
power consumption." 

Applicant respectfully disagrees with the Examiner's arguments and asserts that 
the excerpts relied upon by the Examiner merely teach that *the display of the electronic 
device is enabled when the electronic device and the remote device are located within a 
first distance and the display is disabled when the remote device is located a second 
distance from the remote device, v^erein the second distance is greater than the first 
distance" (Col. 1, lines 59-64 - emphasis added). Further, Doub discloses that 'ihe 
remote device 1 10 uses the transmit siggial to determine if the separation of the electronic 
device 1 00 and the remote device 110 exceeds th e transmit rflrip;ei" and that "[i]f . , ,the 
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separation exceeds the transmit range, the remote device 110 does not transmit the reply 
signal to the electronic device 100, thereby disabling the electronic device 100" 
(emphasis added). However, Doub's disclosure that the device transmits the signal to the 
remote device which then determines if the device exceeds the transmit range using the 
transmit signal before replying, simply Ms to suggest that the "device is configured to 
periodically send the identifying signal utilizing a period of time which is confisured 
based on movements of an owner " (emphasis added), as claimed by applicant Clearly, 
in Doub, the device is transmitting the signal to the remote device regardless of the 
location of the remote device, vliich fails to suggest that the "device is configured to 
periodically send the identifying signal utilizing apcriod of time v^ch is configured 
based on movements of an owner " (emphasis added), as claimed by applicant. 

Further, applicant respectiEully disagrees with the Examiner's argument that Doub 
teaches "sendmg the identifying signal intermittently (utilizing a period of time) which is 
configured based on the two considerations of movements of an authorized user and 
power consumption." Applicant respectfiilly asserts that the excerpts from Doub relied 
upon by the Examiner simply disclose that "the electronic device 100 transmits the 
transmit signal intermittently to reduce the amount of power used by the electronic device 
100 and the remote device 1 10" (emphasis added). However, merely disclosing that the 
signal is transmitted intermittently to reduce power usage simply fails to even suggest 
that the "device is configured to tperiodicallv send the identifying signal utilizing a period 
of time which is configured based on movements of an owner ^' (emphasis added), as 
claimed by applicant. Clearly, nowhere in Doub is there any disclosure of how the 
intermittent transmission interval is itself configured, and therefore does not even suggest 
that "a period of time. . .is configured based on movements of an owner" (emphasis 
added), in the manner as claimed by applicant. 

To this end, all of the independent claims are deemed allowable. Moreover, the 
remaining dependent claims are fiirttier deemed allowable, in view of their dependence 
on such ind^>endent claims. 
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